As well as to examine the differences in attitude of respondents in regard to their demographic characteristic, the purpose of this research is to identify the main barriers to Knowledge Sharing (KS) within the Jordanian hospitality industry; a quantitative approach has been adopted in order to achieve these research objectives, the data being collected via the questionnaire. The sample of this research consisted of 273 managers and employees within ten top hotels in Jordan and the researcher implemented the Statistical Analysis Package (SPSS) so as to analyse the data, the descriptive statistics, mathematical averages, and standard deviations being used to identify the main barriers of KS within the Jordanian hospitality industry. The T-test and One-way ANOVA test were additionally used to examine the hypotheses, the study showcasing that individual and organisational barriers were the main barriers to KS within the Jordanian hospitality industry; meanwhile, technology and knowledge nature were not considered as barriers to KS. The results additionally indicated that there were no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees at hospitality industry attributed to the following variables: gender; job; age; years of experiences; qualifications.
Introduction
Intense competition is currently being faced by service organisations-particularly the hospitality industry-, such organisations focusing on how to enhance their long-term relationships with their customers in order to retain them and attract new customers; according to Hu, Horng,and Sun (2009) , Knowledge Sharing (KS) is being increasingly considered to be the most optimal approach when it comes to meeting this challenge within the hospitality industry. A main organisation type within the hospitality industry is that of Jordanian hotels, which are amongst the country"s best organisations when it comes to tapping into Knowledge Management, recognising the significance behind KS within daily practices (Dinç er & Alrawadieh, 2017) .
Notably, KS has become a critical aspect of knowledge management within traditional organisations (as well as virtual organisations), and so KS is even more significant than other factors regarding how they impact competitive advantages within new organisations, turning them from classical face-to-face relationships to virtual relationships (Chumg, Cooke, Fry, & Hung,2015) . communication technology (Staples & Webster, 2008) .
As a way to pinpoint the possible shortcomings within the extant literature, a systematic literature review has been undergone; saying this, this paper seeks to contribute to KS literature by providing a review of barriers to KS within the hospitality industry.
Polanyi states, "I shall reconsider human knowledge by starting from the fact that we can know more than we can tell" (Polanyi, 2009: 4) ; we have come to realise through these words that the biggest problem with knowledge management is that of the sharing of tacit knowledge. Saying this, tacit and explicit knowledge are not separate from one another, but are complementary, whereby explicit knowledge is linked with know-that, whilst tacit knowledge is linked with know-how; moreover, whilst explicit knowledge is knowledge that can be codified tacit knowledge, tacit knowledge is very difficult to communicate to others via words and symbols (Nonaka, 1994) . However, tacit and explicit knowledge are very important to the theory of organisational knowledge creation and to KS as a whole. Notably, within the SECI model, which is composed of four different stages of knowledge conversion (socialisation, externalisation, combination, and internalisation), the interaction and conversion of tacit and explicit knowledge is detailed. On this note, socialisation focuses on the convertion of tacit knowledge to tacit knowledge, whilst externalisation is concerned with the convertion of tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge; combination focuses on the convertion of explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge, and internalisation focuses on the convertion of explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) . KS is one of the most compound processes within the organisation-especially between individuals within an organisation-, and it is wholly dependent on the relationship between the individuals (Ipe, 2003) , the facilitation of KS being a vital element in increasing productivity (Pan et al., 2015) . Notably, there are various KS barriers within organisations, which can be divided into three groups: the organisation group, the individual group, and the technological group (Riege, 2005) .
Knowledge Sharing Barriers
The impact of KS within organisations is highly complex, this difficulty stemming from a number of causes, i.e., the construct of KS, which consists of a group of factors impacting KS as well as one another (Yang & Wu, 2008) . Wang and Noe (2010) conducted a systematic review of KS, in the process identifying five areas of KS research: the organisational context, the interpersonal and team characteristics, the cultural characteristics, the individual characteristics, and the motivational factors; further, prior research has suggested that numerous factors affect KS. Saying this, a number of authors have focused on the organisational culture as the significant factor impacting KS (e.g., Kim & Lee, 2006; Lin, 2008; Seba & Rowley, 2010; Seba, Rowley,& Delbridge,2012) , whilst others have focused on the national culture (e.g., Wei, Stankosky, Calabrese, & Lu ,2008 ; Kivrak, Arslan, Tuncan, & Birgonul ,2014) and the organisational structure (e.g., Kim & Lee, 2006; Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi, & Mohammed,2007; Chen & Huang, 2007; Lin, 2008; Seba et al., 2012) as significant factors. Despite this, other studies have discussed the organisational climate (e.g., Taylor & Wright, 2004; Chen & Huang, 2007; Amayah, 2013) , such studies being concerned with the impact of social capital dimensions on KS (e.g., Chow & Chan, 2008; Hau et al., 2013) . Additionally, there are researchers who have centred their analyses on the influence of top management support (e.g., Lin, 2007; Fey & Furu, 2008) .
Various studies grounded on KS literature have focused on the factors impacting KS behaviours, such as that of Lin (2007) , who identified the three main factors affecting KS: organisational factors, individual factors, and technology factors; further, some authors have suggested that there are three main groups of factors that foster KS within an organisation: the organisational, the individual, and the knowledge levels (Yang & Wu, 2008) . Ipe (2003) identified four main factors affecting KS individuals within organisations, these factors additionally influencing one another due to them all being interconnected:
1. Knowledge nature: There are two types of knowledge: tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge; saying this, individuals face a number of problems when sharing tacit or explicit knowledge. However, when sharing tacit knowledge, such problems are clearer due to the nature of tacit knowledge. Further, because of that fact that when individuals realise the value of such knowledge they tend to hoard it, the value of knowledge is crucial for KS.
2. Motivation to share: Individuals, by nature, are not likely to share their knowledge without robust motivation to do, and so from this, there are two types of motivation for sharing knowledge at an individual level:
 Internal motivation factors (e.g., considering knowledge to be power and reciprocity between individuals);  External motivation factors (e.g., relationships with recipients and the rewards for sharing).
3. Opportunities to share: There are two channels for sharing knowledge: formal instruction and informal instruction; saying this, knowledge that is shared using the formal channel is usually explicit knowledge, whilst tacit knowledge is usually shared via an informal channel.
4. Culture of the work environment: The organisational culture is considered to be the most significant factor impacting KS at the individual level; further, by defining the type of knowledge to share and how it should be shared, the organisational culture impacts KS, the organisational culture also being known to impact the social interactions between the individuals within the organisation.
KS literature has revealed that, as a process, KS faces many barriers that prevent the dissemination of knowledge; indeed, some studies have argued that there are four sets of barriers known to inhibit KS or transferring: the nature of the knowledge, the nature of the sender, the nature of the recipient, and the nature of the context in which the knowledge takes place (Szulanski, 1996) ; furthermore, Hendriks (1999) suggested that the barriers to KS can be categorised into three main barriers: temporal distance, physical distance, and social distance, whilst Szulanski (1996) argues that there are three major factors posing a barrier to KS: the weakness of the recipient"s ability to absorb knowledge, casual ambiguity concerning the knowledge itself, and a difficult relationship between the knowledge sender and the knowledge recipient.
Despite this, Disterer (2001) argues that there are two sources of KS barriers within organisations: individual barriers, and social barriers, whilst on the other hand, Riege (2005) claims that KS practices occasionally fail to obtain their objective during the delivering of the right knowledge from the right sender to the right recipient at the right time due to the three main groups of barriers: organisational barriers, individual barriers, and technology barriers (the majority of which coming from individual barriers). Many of the barriers are not separate from one another, instead being predominately interlinked with other barriers (Kukko, 2013) .
Research Questions and Hypotheses
This research strives to answer the following research questions in light of the literature review discussed above:
What are the main barriers of KS within the Jordanian hospitality industry?
 RQ2: Are there statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 concerning the barriers of sharing knowledge from the employees at hospitality industry attributed to the variables gender, job, age, years of experience, and qualifications?
To answer this question, the following hypotheses were formulated:
 H1: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the gender variable.
 H2: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the job variable.
 H3: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the age.
 H4: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the years of experience variable.
 H5: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the qualifications variable.
Methodology

Study Design
In order to achieve the objective of this research, the quantitative research design has been selected for implementation, as well as the descriptive analytical method; Creswell & Creswell (2017) have pinpointed the fact that the nature of the research question is the most important determinant when selecting which method should be adopted within the given research. Since the objective of the current study is to identify the main barriers to Knowledge Sharing (KS) within the Jordanian hospitality industry; the quantitative approach, thus, has been deemed to be the most suitable.
Questionnaire Design
Considering it provides an efficient means of collecting responses from a large sample before quantitative analysis, questionnaires are very commonly used as a data collection method for descriptive or explanatory research (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009 ). As shown in Table 1 , based on a review of KS literature, we developed research questionnaires comprising of four groups for barriers; this questionnaire was presented to five experts to evaluate and consider their comments before implementing it, and a 22-item questionnaire with a five-point Likert-type scale was used to collect data (1 signifying "strongly disagree", 5 signifying "strongly agree"). 
Data Collection Procedures
The target population of the survey was managers and employees from the top 10 hotels within Jordan; after the top management approved within each hotel of their participation within this research, 350 questionnaires were distributed to hotels in Amman, Human Resources (HR) managers also being asked to spread the questionnaires to their employees and to collect them after completion; questionnaires were distributed to the manager and employees within each hotel as the convenience sampling method for selecting hotels was implemented, and so data analysis was based on a sample of 273 valid questionnaires. The response rate was 78% (as shown in Table 2 ), and the data was analysed via SPSS, including descriptive analysis, T-test, and one way (ANOVA) . 
Results
We implemented SPSS (Version 25) to analyse research data, Table 3 showing barriers to sharing knowledge item means and standard deviations. Vol. 12, No. 7; 2019 Responses will be based on a Likert scale of around 1-5 points, the magnitude of the interval additionally being determined as follows: Maximum score -Minimum score / Maximum score: (5-1)/5=0.8, as shown in Table 4 . To answer the first research question, the mean and the standard deviation of the responses to the questionnaire were calculated as shown within the following tables. Table 5 indicates the fact that the means of items are greater than the virtual means; 3 indicated that individuals" barriers are considered, whilst conversely, items 5, 6, and 8 have the lowest mean values, reflecting that the differences between employees (e.g., experiences and education) do not prevent KS. Table 6 details the means of the organisational barriers" items, also indicating the fact that the means of all the items of the organisational barriers are greater than the 4. There is agreement that the organisational barriers are the main reasons for hindering the sharing of knowledge. Table 7 shows the means of technology barriers items, indicating that the technology barriers to KS are "Average", only one item being "Low". Table 8 presents the means of knowledge nature barriers items, reporting that all the means of these items are below three, being a low degree. 
Hypothesis Testing
 H1-1: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the gender variable.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to test this hypothesis, Table 9 demonstrating the founded result, which supports this hypothesis; thus, there are, indeed, no differences between males and females with respect to the barriers to KS within the hospitality industry.  H2: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the job variable.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to test this hypothesis, Table 10 detailing the result, which supports this hypothesis; thus, there are, indeed, no differences between manager and employee concerning the barriers to KS within the hospitality industry.  H4: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the years of experience variable.
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) has been used to test this hypothesis, Table 11 detailing the output of the ANOVA analysis, from which we can see that the significance values are above 0.05; this supports this hypothesis and, thus, there are, indeed, no differences concerning the barriers to KS within the hospitality industry concerning the experiences of the sample members.  H3: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the age variable.
To test the hypothesis, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) has been used; Table 12 shows the output of the ANOVA analysis, from which we can see that the significance values are above 0.05 within organisational, technological, and knowledge nature barriers, whilst the significance was below 0.05 for the individual barriers (0.016). Moreover, a Scheffe post hoc test revealed that the difference was between age (20-29) and (30-39) in favour of age (30-39) (see Table 13 ).  H5: There are no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the qualifications variable.
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) has been used to test this hypothesis; Table 14 details the output of the ANOVA analysis, and from it we can see that the significance values are above 0.05, thus supporting this hypothesis. Therefore, there are no differences concerning the barriers to KS within the hospitality industry concerning the qualifications of sample members. 
Discussion and Conclusion
This investigation developed a tool based on an extensive literature review for measuring barriers to KS considering this research primarily aimed to investigate and identify the main barriers in KS within the Jordanian hospitality industry; moreover, barriers to KS were measured by four components, including individual barriers, organisational barriers, technology barriers, and knowledge nature barriers.
These findings correlate with several previous studies that have considered barriers to KS (e.g., individuals and organisational barriers) (e.g., Szulanski, 1996; Riege, 2005; Kukko, 2013) ; further, the empirical findings of this research correlate with KS literature, which has shed light on the significant impact of the nature of knowledge on the success of KS. For instance, Ipe (2003) proposed that the nature of both tacit and explicit knowledge forms a significant factor influencing KS between employees within the organisation.
Notably, the findings of this research match with those of Amayah (2013) , who indicated that the organisational structure impacted KS within the public sector; it was within this study that the organisation"s structural characteristics (formalisation and centralisation) were also deemed to be significant barriers to KS. Our findings additionally correlate with those of Lin (2008) , who discovered that there are three factors impacting KS amongst organisation units: organisational structure characteristics, organisational culture, and interunit interaction.
Prior studies have suggested that low awareness of the value of possessed knowledge comprises one of the main barriers for KS within the organisation (e.g., Riege, 2005; Kukko, 2013) .
These findings agree with many previously conducted studies, which have considered the lack of time to be a barrier for KS, whether collecting or donating knowledge (e.g. Szulanski, 1996; Riege, 2005; Kukko, 2013) .
These findings provide additional support for any past studies that have proposed a reward system for encouraging employees to share their knowledge (e.g., Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Ipe, 2003; Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006; Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Lin, Hung ,& Chen, 2009 ); meanwhile, these findings are additionally in line with various prior studies that have considered lack of organisational rewards to be barriers impeding employees when it comes to contributing their organisational knowledge (e.g., Riege, 2005; Lee & Ahn, 2007; Sandhu et al., 2011 ) .
These results signify that there are generally no statistically significant differences between the responses of the sample members at the level of α≤0.05 on the barriers to sharing knowledge from the employees within the hospitality industry attributed to the variables gender, job, age, years of experience, qualifications.
The findings of this study propose several practical contributions to the Jordanian hospitality industry in terms of what factors act as main barriers to KS within such industries; the findings of this study additionally provide a roadmap for the Jordanian hospitality industry to overcome such barriers via understanding the main source of these barriers.
Limitation and Future Researches
The main limitation of this study concerns the generalisability of these results. This study was conducted in Jordan as a rich developing country context and in particular in the hospitality industry as a type of service organisation. Although this context might undermine the generalisability of this research, it allowed for controlling for cultural and industrial differences in the analysis. Therefore, conducting future research in other service organisations or public organisations in Jordan or other countries might lead to a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon KS.
